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1. Introduction

In CSFB stage 2 specification, TS 23.272, v8.0.0, the “sending of CLI via CS paging” over SGs/EPC to UE is specified. At the same time, stage 2 also contains a note that this requirement could be removed as follows:

"NOTE 3:
The addition of Caller Line Identification functionality needs to be evaluated further and may need to be revised and/or removed from this specification."
2. Discussion

Normally, CT4 specifies how a service (e.g., CLIP/CLIR) works in a system, what are the system impacts, and how is its interaction with other supplementary services. Currently, there is no such CT4 work ongoing to study how “sending of CLI” should behave in a system. For example (non exhaustive):

-
How is “sending of CLI via CS paging” interacting with CLIR? Common sense would say there is some interaction, but currently there is no 3GPP specification on this. 

-
Should “Cause of No CLI” be sent as well?

-
Is “sending of CLI via CS paging” including the redirecting number? (e.g., due to ECT)

-
What kind of forwarding service (UDUB, CFNRy, CFNRc, etc) should be invoked if the user rejects the CS paging. Please note that the current system (pre-Rel-8) does not allow the user to reject paging.

TS 23.272 has not specified anything in these areas. So it is unclear how “sending of CLI via CS paging” interworks with other supplementary services and whether CT1 should consider for the paging on NAS protocol level also the sending of the “redirecting number” and “cause of No CLI”.

Furthermore, “sending of CLI via CS paging” introduces a system level issue that should be studied:

The paging supervision timer is network dependent and the MSC can re-page when this timer expires. TS 23.272 does not require the UE to reject paging (i.e., UE can simply ignore it). This effectively may cause the MSC to re-page, and possibly to a bigger area than just the assumed GCI. This may create unnecessary network load. Should this be avoided?

In all, this new service of “sending CLI” via paging is under specified at the moment by SA2. It is not clear enough on the protocol requirements on CLI to allow CT1 to develop the specification correctly or fully.

3. Proposal
It is proposed to send an LS to CT4 and SA2 to clarify the following issues because CLI specification work is started by CT1:
-
How is “sending of CLI via CS paging” interacting with CLIP or CLIR or other supplementary services?

-
Should “Cause of No CLI” be sent as well?

-
Is “sending of CLI via CS paging” including the redirecting number? (e.g., due to ECT)

-
Has SA2 or CT4 done any system level impact that could affect the protocol design by CT1 due to this CLI requirement in paging?
